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Individuals aim the1r attempts to exert legitimate politica%

'influence at part1¢ular‘levels of government. As has been recognized

11- L

in some of the ‘status stratif1bation literature, these levels are
B

hierarchlcally organized in terms of differential inclus veness of
\

control Nonetheless, the hlerarchical df’hnization of poli?:cal ,'

influence attempts is an aspect of pblitlcal part1c1pat10n q.rh ch has

not.yet received-systematlc §EEE?' Such an effort is reported herein,

in which' we prov1de 1nitial data on. perceived political influence of rural

)]
People in g farming region %f the upper Midwest._ An area-probability

sample of 112 adults drawn from. Chippewa County, Wlsconsln, c0nta1n1ng

'appnox1mately equal numbers of men and women is utif;zed to assess
‘the reliabillty.and validity ‘'of the measurement'scheme._ Emplobing

our measurement technique we find positive relatlonships between our’

measure and traditional status measures such as educational attainmen >
' L)

SEX scores, and famllx 1ncome. We also find‘bositive relationships

:with measures of. poer//pél knowledge and political efficacy. We

find marked sex int actlons in,the political p&rt101p&t10n process.

' P

Besldes those substantive flndlngs, it’s ould be noted that the method

uked herein is potentially useful gs a measure of the otherw1se~
o

-elusive status attainment dependent variablé;vpolitical'status.- ‘ ‘f@ﬁ
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-'MRODUcTION,

Politica.l participation has been defined as "thgse activities by

~

private ‘citizens that are more or less dir*htly aimed: at influencing ‘
. ] :

" the selection of government personnel and/on\the azﬁ:ons they take."
(Verba end Nie, 1972: .2.) Political participatlon ‘theorists have held
é

?hat those vho participage are. likeLy to be. more powerful then others.-'

because someone must meke political decisions and appoint uphold

a -and remove leaders. ...leewise, some have held that although not all \\\~

: who-participate possess effectlve ggwer, those who_do notwparticipate
vcannot share‘or exercisevpower“(McClosky,’i9%8' 253)2

The above conception of political part1cipat10n seems to imply that
. b, M ) '
embodied in the concept of political participatlon is the concept of -

@ °

influenci 1 yet the e maJorlty"2 of part1c1pation studies have been

- -

/
content to s1mply ascertain whether -or not respondent has engaged 1n

\\\\ polit1cPl activitieb without regard to the effect of such act1vit1es
J-;'

: \fn the declsions made by polit1cal authorit1es
IRV Recognizing the need to ascerta1n the- 1nfluence potentlal 1nherent

in pOllthal participatlon attempts, a perce1ved polltldal influence
Vs B
scale3 was’ devisef which not only seéks informatlon concernlag whether
o . e

or not an individual has part1c1pated but also_addresses the question of

inflience by asking the.respondent to'indicate'if he got whatihe wanted
“out of his influence attempt. | g
o

\ e
loselyjrelated

\
<t

The present concept of political partﬁchpatlon%?s

the concept of legitlmate politlcal influence, ah rchical varlable

/
which has been’ proposcd (Hallef\and Saraiva, 1972) as a way of th1nk1ng %,

about -political stratification. The resultlng instrument, therefore, may
Coea : ' : :
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by appropriate as a way'of measuring the latter variable. Then it would

;also contribute to status attainment research by Supply1ng a, measuremen@
. of the politieal dimension of stratifieatiOn, a dimension which has beenT?)

) a‘persistent theme throughout»the development of stratification theory

and, resea@ch S N - N
“In devis1ng a frafiework with which to ﬂook at particlpation as

Buccessful influence attempts, this project concentrate on whatﬂmay

- be. considered a subset of political perticipation that is, active:
{

politicaI particlpatlon involv1ng direct contact with lcgislative and

exeCutive political officlals. Further, each of the questions asks
N Y

the respondents ir they got what they wanted out of their 1nf1uence

attempts, Pe:haps a sample question is in order here

v/

"\ "' Have you ever helped to organlze people-to try to. convince a city
council or countty board that 1t)should support a @osition your group
favored?’ : X -

Yes . - o | N :No - . Don't know .

Has "the city council or county board ever voted to approve a
position favored by your groupJ C.
'YeS' i Partly - :.;”No ' * Don't ﬂnow ) Inappropriate
Respondentsare scoredcxlthebesisof the ‘second part of’ the questlon, )

Lt

tgat is, a respondent receives a score of 2 if he _answers yes to the_ K
second question; 1 if“he answers partly, and 0 if he answerano, don't

know, or, inapproprlate. Participation, in such a question, becdmes a

PR

measure of perceived 1nfluence on, the governmental system, including
t L \
\ .whether or‘not respondents participate and whether or not they perceive

~>

*

such- participation to have- been successful

ye The present conceptua%’;ation ;5 pereeived politieal inf]uenee dlffers
q-

from . participati?n scales in two Waya.; First,,it is concerned

uith participation only as it is directed as leitlcnl officialu.5
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This conceptuaiizatfon narrows the items.which have been traditionally
measuredhby;p;nticipatidn acales.‘ fn particular, it-does_not ask |
i.queﬁtions'con;erning such items aéIVQting anévcampaigniﬁg-in a poiitical

A election. Offfce holding is not epecified!'but enters to the extent

’ that a holderéof an e1ective office or am aid appointed by such an
office holderﬁwould haVe reported extensive influence as a part of ‘his
'normal wosr. jThis limitation was cHosen because the scale was developed

g . o :

to measure influence as it is embodied in participation Srncgfif‘is o,

not clear what influence would mean in the context of votlng or: campalgn— .

~,- ing such itemi were not 1nc1uded in the‘analysls ”Such a 11m1tat10n of
; the-;ange of participatlon act1V1t1es necessarlly implies that the sample
~; of fhose uhi are seen .as. part1c1pants w111 be sma{der.than for other
g‘Particlpatlo;.studies./) ' e | ”.
| | Second, as noted above, the present measurement scale 1ncorpora+és /h
perceived 1n£1uence inmto the measureme&t of partlclpatlon.l As such,,} V{f}‘;‘
' the present scale permlts 8 lookiat particlpation vhich is effective { L
in the sense 1mp11ed by McCloskey (1968) o {L' B
i Y I ividuals are scaled on thls instrumenv accordlng to the hlghesu

[ 592

‘&

. level of government at vwhich they percelve that they . have obtalned «

®
~gomet ing they de51red. Tt would appear that the 1evel of governmeni

b} »

Jé whicqqinfluence was exerted WO d‘prov1de & natural metric bx;whlch

P M \

s~ - to raﬁk indiv1duals percelved influence If oneflnfluences agkalts at the'

national level, t sc0pe35f effects-of thatrinfluence would be greater . =

A

'than-i' e had affected affairs at the state level In turd, che ahope -

of thene gould be greater than fffone had affected affalrs at the local
level Flnally, he latter would be greater than havlng made no attemgts:"
‘. at aﬁl Khe efOr ‘o] affect'hlgher 1evels of - govelnment lmplies a more;
e K < T

i
T . o 2 : .
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. who affect such higher levels of-government may have their efforts felt

“

inclusive sczpe of influence than.affecting lower levels. -Those individuals;

- v \

at.lower levels; so we conSider them to be more influen;iaLfthan'those‘

who affect goverﬁmen at:lower‘levels.:. ., f‘ T
On the %wher'ﬁgid, the'scale does-not-imply that to affect higher

levels of govern?ent, one must necessarily have.atSX;pted to exert .

vinflucnce at a lower level. However, as Table 1 indicatds, most indiv-

iduals who affect higher levels of, government have also been active at

-

" the lower levels This seems reasonable when_one cons1ders that on an

individual level, skill in the affecting of higher levels of politics

- o B ' s .
was probably gained somewhere, most likely-at both'the state and local

2
/ »

levels. Thus, while some nationally powerful pe0ple ‘may not presently

-

[ . .-

b involved with lower levels, Tany would have. done so at some time. In

. ) . F ‘,./

aly case, it is obvious that dec1s10ns at a more 1nclu51ve level affect '
s~ P " ' - . - : LN
behav1or at all she lower levels encompassed by it. -,
o ' Vo
Y THE SCALES - )
' : Il ’ ' .

" Pwo scales,.one of\lB 1tems and one of 3'items, were constructed

for the, present study. Both scales were deslgned to measure perccived inf]uence'

at three levels of government the loca} le#%l the state leVel and

the federal level. The secOnd was 1ntendea to be a short form of the I f“
’ {
first Within each of these levels, percelved 1nfluence is anCEIVCd

‘4

to be exerted on members of both the executive ' 'and leglslatiWe branches‘

5
of government.6 Because each branch is prEsent at any single level, ' P '
by o :
people are cgps1dered equally 1nfluent1al if they report successfully <%
- o , X,
influencing either of the tvo at a given leéel.7 ;é.

AN .
On the longer (18 itén sealel within each. of these three Jevels we
l -
considexcd six ways in which any given\lnd1v1dual could have exerted ;)u
¢ - ¢ .
influence. These.were generated by cross~classify1ng the two branches

4

of goverannt by- thrie modes €i influence. The indxv1duhl could-have :

L4
»

S - I A S
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> _ Co. ’ ' S . v National. Influence *: ~
- Repotts No Instance of - - Reports at Least One
ot National Influence | - Instance of National
oo Local . /- , A , Influence
> . Influence , Reports No Reports at ‘Renorts No Reports at
) - : f Instance Least One . Instance Least One.
_ o . of State Instance | of State . JInstance’ -
. . // Influence " of State . - Influence - | of State
Influence - . : ' Influence
. v /' . _ . R ] N R g : R
. Repotts ﬁo; /. ) R S e, v
Instances‘of/ 53 (46) - 3By 6 (5) j 0 (4) .
,"Local =/ [49] " 6]+ fol- . (31
T Influence/_f\ Y S 3 ' ' o
S Reports/at ' - ';"' S o
&) Least One . _ 32 (16) <9 (ll) 3 4 (9) 10 (16)
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Influence ' ' s S _ o
: / : . . 9 '- - . - ‘ . ' oL &
/fThe ‘source of this and all subsequent tables is the present dat R
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: he d1scussed (mode l)’hatters w1th leglslatlvdffbranch l)

, , __— (
he des1red or he could have reported that he helped prepare or advlsed

L]
*

others in preparlng re%ommendatlons (mode 2) whlch were later approved

—

L

;-lf\ : S
i have reporte
}

(branch 1) or executlve (branch ?) Offlclal to support a ‘position his .

-
group favored (mode 3) and” had that posltlon approved ‘ .
v >
The actual for?S»of 1nf}uence to be cons1dered vere dec1ded upon after
'

five 1ntens1ve 1nterv1ews of l-l thours each carried out by the proJect

d1rector prev1ous to the present study. These in turn were structu}ed

v Tt
- i 2

after cons1derable part1c1pant obServatlon in s1tuatlons in wh#bh polltlcal

. \ ‘ ‘
1nfluence was. exerc1sed in rural and ur&an contexts -in the Un1ted States ot if\TS

"
¢

- and Braz1l Observatlons of the actlons of a powerfui f%ymers' group’ 1n> -

ES

~
a

the upper mldwest were partlcufarly useful The subJects of these 1nter-- -
views were men who had been selected by the editor of the W1scons1n Farmers

//,Unlon, a wéekly newspape? which is polltlcally 1nfluent1aliat the lo;
. Tl .
and state levels, The 1nd1v1duals were selected on the f/llowlng bas1st..

- _J .

(l) one older man was polltlcally knowledgeable and polltlcally act1ve,,”

(2) one olde§ man was polltléally knowledgeable and -not polltlcaIly z

o

actlve, (3) two younger men were po&1t1cally knowledgeable and potentlally

E act1ve (There was no res;rlctlgg\to men,/but women's names did not come, .
u - [
3]
Up. Even so, 1nbﬁome of the actual 1nterv1ews, women part1c1pated a great

deal ) Durlng these 1nterv1ews, the 7ubjecty ’ndlcated the kinds of act1V1t14§

they engaged in when pol;tically act1ve The 1nformatlon garped in this

AN / ~ 2 L .

o way wav_mscd to’ help formulate the questlons wh1ch were later ashed _

v . * -
.

'of the membcrs of\the sample concernlng thglr polltlcal act1v1 1es . Such
'1 ( ‘\ ] :

a croSs—class1f1catum1wasgenerated to)lnsure that thcuscale would .
g

Y ."".. .

IC« - qp \ TR

l hat he had organized people ‘to conv1nce a leg1slat1ve ' - 'kg‘(

e

~
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. cover a,representative ranpe f posslble pohgiical’activities and ‘'would
- , . JL . . . ‘_ : “’,_.v
4 thus contrlbute to he conten valldlty of the analysls. In thla‘gghtEKY, R

. . v - Ea .

! ‘f we may draw support from thd follow1ng remaqk from Nunnally, "Even

though there .often are problems w1th ensurlng c Ktent'valldlty, o _i‘
oL 1nev1tablj content valldlty rests malnly on :ppeals to reason ‘ :
) récardlng ‘the adequacy w1th w ich the content has been cast 1n the form
e N . -\ - :

" of- test 1tems." (1967 82,)hhyl - “'frtigﬁ.

The shorter (3—1tem) scale was- constructed w1th ali

I

!_ collapsed 1nto onéﬁquestlon,_applled (w

P .Turnlng'frrst to your c1ty ‘o county, how oftenowould you say
~ that you are successful in. .getting elected of{1c1als or the1r .

S - . aids in your clty or county to take actlons»you thlnk ar -
4 'lmPOI’tant"‘ S e Lo \ ;
‘5,We had hoped that the sho‘ éf;(3Li%é;57éééiéi§5ﬁid,be ‘h j;'
" correlated w1th the longer (18 11en) scale and woulq,be relmable in Jﬁh':.ﬁ%
1ts own rlght sQ that %t could bé usedF;n further research ' Howcvér~f'?ilt,;fj}
Co the test—retest stablllty for'thevs?orter form &ab ;nly Q?a, d level Td,m i
;, ;:whichvthe}research team conslders to‘be tpo ld;.to‘permlt its, use ;s @7?hf'-
) a ;cllai e xnstr ment.A horeover “the . convergent val:dlty.of the 3n1tcmsg;l5i3é;f
’ . * . . “ - , Ly
” ;cale as. measured by 1ts correlateon wlth the 18—1tem scale gﬁs also l;?:;ﬁ;:-'
modest ( Plu) o \'f'l;;)” ' : o j" i -; ’v ';v, fc'i o f.‘v Lo
. ¥ : - . "

Several poss1ble reasons why t?e short 53—1 em): scale has relatrve}y

s

‘ V B . . —

S s
ot low apparentsrel}abnllty and' valldlty ‘are worth dlscussxng (l)aSlncE * .

-

.
the question are gulte broad, those. people for whom p01111d§ are,not ’

paptlcugarly sdllent may have 1nt?rpreted them dlffedently in the two
. -k s

-~

< ] . >
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.1applioations]‘ Thus the latitude'for interpretation of the.questions'?fﬁ'
»

' \ L
may ho.ve resulted in the sagne respondent attributing a dlfferent meaning'_ ;

“f v e :
/’ to the same question when it wi arskedtat ‘two different tlmes - In otherf

' - ' ' .

. o words, some of the unrelia',' rl:f; might ha.ve been due to ambigulty in
o e S e e

. the Questions. (2) The questi'ons were: asked using? two\;tinct ;Lnterv1ewa

1‘

. telephone intemew‘ \J{er is should be noted tha.t the inte!‘v1ewers were

) . . .\ \ q [ )
« low reliability ma.y ha,ve ;been due to the effect o,f the d\:'l.ffei‘lng methods

- ’_ of interviewlng._. (30) Fin&lly, :

_ (-cipation changed between the two nreasurement times,. - Hh:rlh a.ny I{grtl- o

. i /4. -
: cula.rly Cruc1al. event occurring in this period may ha‘ve led to these

. “‘—:_ S " L8 I .- {7
: ';a.ctual changes, e ”hav/}o ewf'idence‘that such a.n event took pla.ce. _,_j ‘/,

v o-e

" lieu of, the relatively short time span between thd f1rst
.:j V;‘measurement a.nd the second measurement such ma.jor cha.nges are not

. / 'f?l—jlikely. So the best gues,-.!; 1s thgt the apparent unrellabillty (and

nvalidlty) is rea.]u an;( that it is due to one cir both -of - question- \
A am‘biguity a.nd 1n’terv1ew1ng method. o % | t_' ‘%ﬁp ‘ o . BRZ
S Ta.ble 2 compares the dlstribution of regponsesrfor-each of the o

'_three forms (lB-item scale, 3-1tém scale t:une 1y 3 item scale t:.me a)

' ‘-Whlile theatrué distribution Lf responses is, o’f,‘ course, an emp1r1ca.l= '
D

qug\ion, the pattern- of responses to the 1ong form seems more pla.usmble ;

® /} -than dOe,s that for the Z%ort form One must xgﬁiﬁer, fon example, why
nearly one-thlrd of ‘the respondents to the short form -

- K

’ (time 1) 1ndicate natlonal part1c1po.tion,\ when th1s is more tho.n t“he

combl{me/d total for state and local This table prov1des substantial
support for the greater f;tce validitybb of the long form : o ®

) ‘ ‘ . \‘ ] i e - o '_'.. '\ .
. ‘ ‘ -, ‘ . L \4 « B . - ‘ .
'y S ) . : .4 . K} ” . ’ N A
Q ‘ - ) 12 i L o)
. ) . . . . @ . . .

. [}
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\ v
. 'Table.2 !+ g
' . - - .u ) b .
- Distribution of Scoring of Perceived Political Influence:
o . : (n = 112)8
\;w ‘. . - . ) . . . . X N .
. ot Short Form Tl Short_ggzg/éz ~Long Form
No . . ’ - o .
-participation | 0 (46) .0 (49) ~ 0 (54)
Local | - _ . .'
participation 1 (16) , 1-(2): 1-6 (32)
State . o
participation 2 (16) 2 (32) - 7-12 (12)
National | : - N
participation ‘3 (34) N -3 (25) 13-18 (14)’
®Column totals less then ' 112 indicaté missing data.
T e “ . ‘f .
‘/
. ’ ()'
A

13
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Botlythe modest (.525) testﬁretesf correlation ef the short form
end the relativeiy low, (.51k4) correlation‘petﬁeen fhe'shorf form (time 1)
end the long form lead us to be skeptical-rega.rdiﬁg the usefulngss of ™
the.ehort form.-IAdmittedly, this is based on somewhat limited inforue-
tion; given thet we do no% have a test-retei} coef{icient for the lonpg
form and tuerefore uaveﬁno direct evideuczﬁ hat it would be more stable

» than the short form. Still a number of con51derat10ns lead us to favor

},the long form, the most notable being Nunnally s,assertion thet "the. . .
' ' N . ; o

reliability of scores obtained on a sample of items from a domain
- ¢ . .
increases with the number of items sampled." (l967i 192.) The long

foru'makes use of much more ciearly-epecified information %han does tﬁe shert

N

form, results in more variation between respondents, and hence’ should allow
us to more reliablyyand validly deal with political part101pation.
(See Appendix A for the scaling technique and internal consistency of

*

the lB-item scale which should provide further support for using~ the

long fonﬁ ) o . oY . NI

THE MEASUREMENT OF PERCEIVED POLITICAL INFLUENCE

Sample | . - g _
| Data for the pre§Ent study were colledteg'by’the Visconsin Survey
Research Laboratory in.tﬁe Spring of 19T6. The‘sealee were pretested
'in Dene County, Wisconsin,'usiné personai'interview techniques. The
present study is based on perspnal andftelephone interviews eonducted
- in Chippewa County, Wisconsin, using an erea probability sample ;} ) 'L\ '
households. 'Totai sample size.ie 112. All respondents are mén-iAstitu-
tioualized.adults, 18 years of age and over. The saﬁple is split®epproxi-

mately ‘evenly across ser with b4 percent female and 56 percent maie.




| , ( S - %
e J Chippewa COUnty was specifically selected as a test site for the
‘.Eesearch as we had reason to believe that residents there might be more
. . /& . A .

politkcally-active than individuals in,other areas of the s tate, thus per—

L S
mitting a more adequate¢ evaluation of the scale's abillty to detect the

-
_ratﬁer rare instances in which influence is.exerclsed at the federal and

state levels., An lmportant reason for thl? ,,bellef/was‘ the factltl;at the
Wisconsin Farmers' Unlon“hasjlts headquarters there: Because}ofkthe possible
bias of. this sample toWardsé%%litical dctivity, the results suould«not be
’ generalized beyond Chippewa County. However; due to thevnature_of our sample,
'%e are also able to address a previously neglected~t0pic, namely that of tﬁe

political participation of rural people ln,a,rather well-to-do upper

midwestern farm area.

Varisbles | - | .
Studies of participation lhave consistently found that partlclpatlon a~
- tends to be higher among the better/educated members of the hlgher F
occupatlonal and 1nccme &2 ups, the middle-aged, the: domlnant ethnic -
ﬂ ‘and religlous groups, men'}as opposed to women), settled res1dents )
,urban dwellers, and members of voluntary associations.' (McClosky,
19 256!5 They also find political part1c1patlon to be associeted i
uiji such variables as political awereness,'that‘is‘ actual knowledge of
political affairs (or the rules of the game),‘and politlcal efflcacy
(Milbrath 1965: Lo, 5h ) We have drawn upon this llterature in.the
selection of our variables.

Individual posit;onal characte;istics in our sample will include the-
following: Occupationsal status:will be measured by Duncan's (1961) |
Socioeconomic Index (SEI). Educational attainmeut is measured as years
of education successfully completed (rD). Family income is measured

as the sum of reepondent's end spousels combined 1975 annual income -

(Inc). Othcr demoglaphlc variables include age (AGE) and sex (s1X). t

A%
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Personal characteristics will include’ sense*of politlcal efficacy

/
- (EFI‘), political knowledge (KNOW), and political interest (PINT) The
o
politlcal efficacy scale is a five item scale,with possible scores

, ranging from 0 to 5. ngh values correspond to a hlgh sense of per onal

. effectiveness in regards to politics. The alpha coefficient for ;Lhe scale

is .387 ' (For an extensive review-of the concept of polltical efficaﬁy
see Prewitt 1968 225-228.) ’

The polltlcal knowledge var1able was developed by projegt personnel
and described by Olson (l977) to measure the person s ablllty to identify

offices in the current politlcal structure.‘-We consider ‘this to be a’

Y

potentially important,variable;forwithout knovledge of the structure of

. ] \ . ‘63 . . . . . .
government, even if one would like to attempt to exertpdnfluence over
poligical matters, one is at a loss to fit himself into that system.

~With such knowledge; on the-other hand a"person is aware of the appro-

prlate channels through which he can affect the polltical process.?% N

vy

With thls in mlnd a n1ne item scale was constructed consistlg ofl'
guestions about all three branches of government (leglslative, executive,
and Judlcial) asked concernlng all three levels of government (local ,
state, and federal) In each questlon, respondents were asked to identify"f\\
the off1ce with the most authorlty in that particular ‘branch of govern-. ”‘ ;

- ment at a partlculur level of government An example of this type  of
questione asked: | _ ' . | e

Which of these offides has the st author14;~1n'leglslative.'

matters on the federal level? Would it be U.S. Senator,

U.S. Secretary of Defense, or Attorney Gengral?

" Total scores on the scale range from O to 9 w1th high values =

indicating a greater nunber of correct aunswvers. The alpha coefficient

(OI the political knowledge scale 1s .817, . - o 5




TOTAL SAMPLE ANALYSIS

t
assesses the respondentd% interest in polltical affalrs Possible

item is .638t 3_{._ '
The specification of thé dependentivariable, the (18-igem®ed

poIitical»inIluence scale'isadiscussed,in Appendix A.

ANALYSIS OF THE PERCEIVED POLITICAL INFLUENCE .
. . . ) I

-

Y

R

Several resources have been’ considered as. 1mportant predictors of
politlcal participation.‘ These include such @ositional characteristlcs
as educational attainment, occupational standlné, andylnnual family ‘
Aincome, énd sucﬁ personal characterlstlcs as sense of politlcal efficacy,
political knowledge, and political interest.““Finally, ege and sex have
been;thonght:to be related to politicaI participation and we will_obn—
‘sider them in the present analysis

We will employ standardized regression techniques to measure the

effects of these variables.‘ Table 3 presents the total sample zero-

order correlatlons, means , and standard dev1ations for the V&rl&bles
> ; . , .
to be considered below. A ‘ P

4

It has been suggested in the,polltioal part101patlon 11terature8

that evel of educational attainment is the best predlctor of political

k]

partlcipatlon, ;herefore suggesting a p031t1ve effect on influence.

Equation 1. of Table 4 1nd1cates' however, that in the bivariate case the

L

beta coefficient for education is only .125 and is not statlstically

o .. - ! 9 ’ - ’
- significant. Other researchers have noted the need to include other .

,.' oom

'positional variables uch as occupat10na1 status ‘and income.

Addnng these variab]es to the equation

r | ‘ 11':; ' ': 'i | N
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successfully completed; AGE =iage as of April, 1976; SEI = Dincen socioectfomic index scorey HNC = annual

> family income; SEX = respondent's Sex; Ko =

PINT # political 1nterest

¥

t

= political knowledge, IFF = sense of pol;tlcal efficacy;

‘—m 4y o '
. . . oy, ) o
‘\‘ [ ' .

bOne resnordent reported an income of $915, 000 ‘Slnce this outlier misleadlngly distorted the mean and
¢ .

standard dEVIauIOH, it was excluded from the calculation of i 1ncome L

I:IQ\V(Z
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» llkely that one will.perceivemhimself to be influential -in politics.

' . " - ) .
.o -J..G— h . 2 : /.
™ o ) ‘ .

a"'}':

reduces the effects“bf education to .OlS While family 1ntome has no

'.aigniflcang effect onp@rceived political inf uencq, we do find that occupa—

beos

%
tion has a substantial effect r;his would su est that of all the best \

. ‘ Y -
known hlerarchical status variables, occupational SEI has %he greatest
: - r e - ,
‘g-effect .on perceived‘pollticil influencé ) f:!";" L oAt
3 N . :

Thls findlng\1° not surprlslng for & variety of reasons (l) occuqa-
i [

i:tion often serves as a point of status ranking in American society, «

4

'1(2) occupational scores serve as 1nd1cators of amoﬁnt /f control over

\ ©

t Jobs and organlzatlons, and((3) occupational positlon can hindeér or
' enhance access to publlc authorities To the extent that condltions of

_Zhigh status, greater control over Jobs and organlzatlons, and greater

]

1a¢cess to publlc author1t1es are captured in the occupational measure,

. ¢

;one might expect it to be related to influence. We o

lmight also suggest that any effects %hat education might have on

polztical-influence ) w1ll be. mediategbthrough the occupatlonal level

that such education enables a person to obtain.
\ o
When age and sex are dded to the-equation containing'education,

5

occubation, and income we find that ege makes little difference,10

-
while sex is highly related to perceived political 1nfluence. It seems that
by
ngt of measured background the very fact of be}ng male makes it mere

3

s -

/ When sense of political efficacy is.added to the above equatipri,

the'effect ok occupation on political influence becomes insignificant, while
- . ‘- }!'

\

‘the effects of sex remain jmportant. Apparently most of the effect of -

" ‘occupation on -influenc€ .is mediated by sense of political efficacy.

-

5

-~
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ST Adding politicel knowledge to the- equation shows that 1t too is '
*2 S \‘__ \
significantly related toperceived influence,.and that bQLh sense of efficac&
- \ N - . ! ) - -, " .'- \J
. and sexiremaindim rtantly related to influence. ~When O
Ca ‘ . 8 T e . (’ , R
‘g_ ‘po]\tic/al interest J.s entered 1To the full equatl,on ;t is found to’
o E SN b A R
have an important effect Gn influence -1 Both efficacy and sex o

Iy _,t.,'

...l\

remain importapt while political knowledge falls below significance."

The R for th ﬁﬁull equation 1s -.229 ' - - : \u'
Our eV1dence suggests that as resources for percy ived political 1nfluence,

-...»
-

personal characteristics such as sense of politlcal efflcacy, polltlcal
knowledge, and political 1nterest are more effect1ve than positional
characteristics such as education, occupation and 1ncom . Further,

Sdy

age does not seem to %atter while sex remains ‘an 1mportant predictor

¥

of perceived political 1nfluence.
s ' : o
o Onm the ba51s of these results we ‘decided to stratlfy the sample : -
T b )

" on the basis of Sex. Table 5 presents the zero-order correlatlons,

means and standerd deV1ations_for males, and Table 6 presents.this

(V-

information for females. “ _:' o P

The most striking feature%of these_tahles'is‘the marked discreiancy

/? in the means of the influence vafiable. Not only do men obtain’

-

‘much ‘higher perceived influence scores, but also show prOpOrtlonately lower
standard dev ations relative to women (i.e., the coefficients of
variatlon are lower). . Tpe meansxalso 1nd1cate that for both men and

-' .
'\Xoéen, the m Jority of perceived influence occurs at lower IeVels In fact,

or women, One can move over & full standard devatlon from the ‘mean
’ .

and stil; be i the realm of local. influence RN o
é . ! '

- is -the political efficacy variablc. While'the )

4. Lo

en are v1rtually 1dent1cal, men .show far. more

. “Als0 noteworhy
L S
el
means for men and ¥
',
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One respondent reported arf | 1ncome of $915 000. Since ‘the outller misleadingly disﬁ?b{ted

the meen a.nd standagd dev1atloh, it was ex.cluded from ic\lce calculation of income.
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variatipn than do womeg Given the 51mllar1ty.of‘the means, thls”4 vs>‘

va
v

S suggests-that”men are more»likely to be‘represented in either end of ‘

-

-. - . / . , Y ,\‘\
xthe distributlﬁh o / \ (~ ﬁ,n‘- k B /_14: L
, Further while the 1ncome means for men and women are“very i ar, _F .o
' - 3 ¥ \\[{\ R g
é J women display much éoriﬁvarxatlon than'do méhx We can think of ~-j
L. 0 \’Q . . : ) .
compelllng reason why this pattern should hdld and)offer qply the B o
V4 2 [y - ' )
- POssible effects of outllers 1nosuch a small§~§~£le or some unassessea : g,
o, ’ o > < S ! ; o N
v degrle of d1fferential reportlng as an explanatlon. v ' ‘ o X;'
{ - L ) - ' ©
f. _3 Turning to the correlatlon matricg\ we see that w1th tWO very \

- &

W notable exceptlons, all correlations 1nvolv1ng percelved polltlcal 1nfluence are
. \, s t N

R greater for men than for. women,' The exceptlonsqgre;income (.324

]

_ versus1;03%) and politlcal interest (.406 versus .256).
.QLL~ ] . A .~ - 4. '

fape, )
[ -
_ alysis for Males o o
‘ For males the b1var1ate regression of perceived polltlcal 1nfluence ey
S . ,\ 2
education is insignificant (see,Table 7). -Whenaoccupation aﬁd/family- _"1'

income are entered into the equation, occupatipn'b%c‘mes'an important

~ predictor while neither education nor‘income reach significance. ,\

3

”; S 'Addinglagesand sense of efficacy%leags to the effects of occupa--
nsignificant age coefficient,

tion falling Just helow significance,ran

. and a highly 1mportant effect of: eff1cac The 1mportance of efficacy - ;
xﬁ ' .

-does not change ‘when knowledge an 1nterest afe added to the equatro

_’ , We .would suggest that net of all other personal and pOslthnal L .

variables, sense of polltlcal efflcacy remains-the best pred1ctor of pereeived

poditical influence- formeny T el T
. : ; . . 7 . . : N . : —_
’ : ~
‘ \ . R g V..
- i :Z‘_‘\ 4 . ' /-_'. ~ - ‘_.B} . -
-~ R . < / - e
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Analysis for Females

Table 8 indicates ‘that for women it is family 4ncome rather.tﬁan'
personal education or occupation which enables them to engage in perceived
successful politicai’particlpation. Even when age, politlcal efficacy,
end political knowledge are added to the eqnation, only the relationship
between income end. influence . remains significant. When political
interest is entered vhile. incomeremainssignlficant interest also _ﬂ
importantly' affects perceived influence.

‘The above discussion suggests that the perceived‘political influence
proces differs for men,and women. For men, the impqrtant variables
are oc[upation end sense of political efficacy. For women, the o
) important var ables are family income and political interest. ' We would
argue that for men, high positlon in the occupational’ structure, when
combined with a positive semse of politlcal e{ficacy, ia more likely ,
'to.produce;perceived successful political participation:, For women,

.

perceived’succeszul poIitical participation depends on high family
4 "

income combined with hlgh political interest.

The fact that politlcal efficacy is the best predictor of perceivcd politi-
ca} influence for men supports other studies which have shown a high
relationship between political efficacy ‘and political infiuence

The more interesting case is the substantial effects of polltlcal
interest and family income on women's. particlpation One might explain.
these relationships in the follow1ng way: Given that & woman has

sufficient politicel interest, high family income may afford opportunities

for contdct with political influentials as well as the time necessary
. . [} - . . . Q
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Table 8. ‘ IK >

Standardized'Beta Coefficients of Political Parficipation on

’ . Resource Variables for Females (N = 49)&
Independent () - (2 (3) . (b) (5) ' (6)
. Varaibles Beta - Beta Beta Beta Beta  Beta
, ED .062 .-.063 -. 077 ~.076 -.112 -.073
> ' - . . |

me - -9i332%  .3a5% 320 L208%  .256%

AGE . . 050  -.060  -.0k9 - -.082

EFF o - . -.025 007 .038
KNOW L . S .210 .010
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for political activities.‘ Such, ciycumstances. may.allow’political
interest to be translated into perceived successful political partlcipation.
Finally, it 1is worth noting that the coefficlents of determination
(R ) for the male equations are.consistently higher than those for
females. This suggests that the process of inflg%nce : as we have
’measured it,,is samewhat nore determined for men, and that men are |
.hetter'able to translate‘their resources into politicaliactivity'than

are women. Our interpretatlon of theSe results rests more upon the )

structural constraints (e g. child birth and child rearing, dircct discrim-
inati01 against women participatlng in the area of politlcs) m1tigati g
against women attempting polltical influence tnan it does upon any supposed

',limitations in the pOlithal expertise of women. - We do not, of course,v

e

-

have data that speak to.this question, but leave our interpretation open
. . . ' . a° . : o
for subsequent researgh.

»

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

‘In the present'study, & measure chperceived'political influence_
wes constructed in an'attempt to clarify the sociological’concept of
political participation and to apply it to an‘empiriéal situation. The
measure'of . in luence .vas constrained to successful legitimate

influence attempts as directed at elected executlve and legislative .

authoritles at the local, state, and federal levels. On the basls of

; b2)
‘these constraints both a 3—item and an 18 item scale were constructed
which ranked people h1erarchically accordlng to the highest level of
government at which they feel they have been influential The shorter
" scale, for reasons- discussed earller, vas not employed in this analy51s.
We have held.perceived polltlcal 1nfluence to be associateo.w1th several

personal and positional characteristics. These characteristics 'include.
-~ . . d . . \‘
v o,

O : . ) @
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-educational attainment, occupational status, annual fa.m‘ily income,

A\

age, sex, political knowledge, sense of political efficacy, and polltical

P
3
U v ~

interest.

L4

Using a sample of’112 adults aged 18 and over drawn from Chippewa

County, Wisconsin, we applied regresslon teéhniques to assess the

,relationship between these resource characteristlcs and theperceived 'h\;

influence scale; When the sample vas stratified on the basis of
Bex; we found that occupatlonal level and political efflcacy appear to .

be the important variables‘for men, while family income and political a

2

: e » .
-interest are the important variables for women. This suggests that

(9

the process of perceived influence—differs for men and women. We have

‘offered possible explahatipns for these differences._
Wa'helieve:that our ahalysis.offers:a.ggtentially‘usefui'peasuge—

ment teehniqudé ahd-that'it has directed:us to some'iﬁpoftaht insights

regardlng the perceiued polltical influence of nUral pEOple" We further
A

"contend that éur e%forts have heiped to clarlfy the‘participation/

s I -). i e udy,
5 “*“’v

influence nexUs a distlncticn previously unsafbsfactorily dealt g;th

(A«

; - oo 3
iﬁ\the literature.L~ flnally, we sae'the pet, iquﬁgéiibical dnf;uence

e . 5
'v:" T VS

scale as a viable technique by whlch to assesJQ

of‘stratiflcation.

A
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Appendix A ) o ..

Bcoring the Long Form

[ We 'experimented with several ways of scoring the 18 item scale. "

\

In e first attempt, we simply added up a perSOn'sfscore for.all 18

items and that total score became a person's perceived political influence score.

E

", The ‘alpha coefficient using this scoring technique was .T2T. 'The
problem with such a scoring technique is that it violates our theoretlcal
assumptlon of a h1erarchy of 1nfluence based on hlghESt level of

'.government at whlch on? achieves successf&l 1nfluence. For»instanceﬁ
e perscn who did three acthltIES at the local level (and nothing.elee)
would get:a total score of three, ‘'while & person who engaged‘in cnly
one act of national influence (and nothing else) would_"geta total

r score of one. Clearly,_then; fn conparing these two neople,lpersgn
one would:appear’more influential than person two. However, that scorev »
would occur simply on the-basis cf hav1ng done a greater number of | )

~

thlngs than the pcnson who had-done only one thing nationally. While

LR y .

amount of perceived 1nfluence at any level may be an important iSSue,
the maJor argument belng considered here is thatodifferentlatlon of |
| people's 1nfluence should be done accordlng to the level of government
at whlch they'percelve themselves. to be influential——not 51mp1y the amount
of influence they may have had a& any level. Such afscoring technique does;
not fit OUr,theoretlcal-argument.- ]
In order'to approximate'a hierarchical scale, we.next attempted to -

“_-collapse modes of 1nfluence W1th1n any partlcular level and a551gn a

person a score. of zero if he had. exerted no influence at any level, one
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.
v

“

if he engaged in at least one form of successful influencing at the .

local level and nothing higher' two if he had engaged in at least &ne y

— .

form of suctessful influencing at the state level and nothing higher,

:and three if he had engaged in at leas one form, of succeszul infl :ﬁ
encing at the natlonal leYel regardle s of what he may have doneua“
other levels. While in1tially appeali g, this aggregation led. to n
unacyeptable loss of variance. In effe t this measure W1ll not al ow,

. I
" us to discriminate adequately between r spondents. Therefore thisw

measuring technique.was also diScarded

Our final solution to this scoring P oblem was to incorporate »d

: influence attempts at any level he would g t a score of one to six 1f

. ‘ . 'v- .
“he had engaged/in one to six successful form

'of influencing at the
'1ocal‘leVel and had done nothing at an highe levels, he would get a
score of Seven to twelve if he%had ehg d in _ne to six successful
.forms*of influencing at the state level and nothing/at the national
level (all this regardless of what he had done at-the local level)
and;; score of: thirteen to eighteen 1f he had engaged in one to six |
successful forms of 1nfluenc1ng at'ffe national level, regardléss of
lwhat he had done at lower levels. (See Figures 1 aqd 2. ) Such a con-
ceptualization is more congruent w1th our theory than the first scoring
;technique and solves the 1oss of variance problem of the second modelv
Further, it allows us to.differentiatc between 1ndiV1ualswho are‘more or
_less active withln any glven lével \Mhowever, it still. leaves us w1th a'.

problem That is, how can reliablllty be assessed for this moch7

While  an alpha coefficient can beycomp&té@ for-the present
. -
. ~ - . ‘, . ‘ . \

‘ o 20 . . o .
3 . o ) . : ,
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scple, we would expect it to be larger than the alpha coefflcicnt for

{the amount variable and not strictly interpretable. yL : .

It is quite. easy to see why the alphaﬁqﬂefflclent will 1ncrease .8
sl 4ly by considering the alphawcoefflcient itselft : - '

r. =_k g N

| kk -1 1l -

or in words; ‘
. : ¢

v . ' . sum of“the variances

_p. = Dumber of items in scale = | 1 . of each individual item

kk - ‘,“\,
number of items in Ec?le -1. variance of* a sum

)/i - L ' - of items
C Consider simply fhevquantity-in pérentheses: I

: F3 .
~ . . . ° L 3

;oo

sum of the variances .. -

. .1 °f each individuel item.

5 - ariance of a sum of items
v B ' . o™

,‘What happens when one adds the variance in the sum of items due to the

scorlng‘of';he scale as-a’ hierarchy to the varlance in the sum of 1ﬂems,

due to scorlng the items in terms of amountg of 1nfluence is that one

ad@; a .new éomponent of variance to the denomlnator of the term (“l:ha.t'\l(rl
: . /e
".is, the variance of the sul® of ;tems). ”.

Analogously, in symbols, the denominafbr’of the quant{ty'goes

from: e a .
Var (A) vhich equals

¢ variance due ‘to number of modes of
influence to: ' .

Var (A + B) Var (A) + Var (B) + 2Cov (a, B)
where the Var (A'+ B) is varlance due to number of modes of influence

and variance due to scoring the scale hierarchicél . Meanwhile,"
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' the numerator of the equation the sum of the variances of'each individual

item, has not changed in the rescallng.
A

Therefore the quantlty (1 - Zo, 2\7‘w1ll necessarlly 1ncrease and

Al

8o the alpha'coefficient.will increase.’ Thé alpha coeff1c1ent does in
fact increase to 852.* ‘The increase in the alpha coefflclent is a
result of scoring the scale as a h1erarc§y The alpha coeff1c1ent is no -

\
longer simply an item to total correlatlon but is rather an item to
» . ¢ - ..ﬂ

\idiusted total cdrrelatlon where the total varlanhe score has components

o
-

due tQ amount of 1nfluence and level in the h1erarchy at wh1ch that
¢ ' :
influgnce took place. The totai ‘Variance is then dependent on aﬁount \

»,vof,lnfluence and where that_influence tooksplace in the hierarchy. To

Cx see why ‘this makes the alpha coefficient hard to interpret'nefer'tod

r X . : . RN
. . \
v

Figurel.\ | I
' '. - i [ v"'

, «'\ Such a measurement of tﬁe total score makes the relatlonshlp of

anyl\?éivyﬂualpltem to the total score dependent on where that 1nd1v1dual‘ .
o

v ! o +

~ T

1tem ‘occurs; that 1s, the relatlonshlp will dlffer as; the 1tem occurs

._;‘,

at ‘the local level of 1nfluence, or the state level of 1nfluence '

interpret exactly ‘Vhat an 1tem to\total correlatlon means.

/7he natdonal level of 1nfluence. Therefore, it becomes dlfflcult t

/ . . .
// - We reallze that problems with'the interpretabilitywof the above

alpha coefficient - draw into question the rellablllty of the scale.

v

¥
Ideally, ‘one would want to obtaln another rellabillty measure such as .

v test/retest rellablllty.. Unfortu%ately, there kskno;second measure |

-

v

¥The alpha coefficient for the sﬁort fofm, constructed in an
analagous fashion, is .800. \ .

¢

— . ' . : . ) . e .
. j v , . . v . S 5

A
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. of the scale in the present study 50 test/retest rellabillty is not

possible to obtaln. We have, however, chosen to employ the 18 item

measure scored hieraxchxcally 1n the folloW1ng analysis for reasons of
R

theoretlcal validity. It is our purpose here to develop a medsure
: (
_which ranks people according to the hlghest level of government at

which they have’ carrled out successful politlcal fﬁfluence. Such a

}

hierarchical scoring technl&&e seems to be the most theoretically

. Lo
I3 i

'appealing choice. . \

A

SR
Cr
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% " _Figure 1

Consideration of the Interpretability of the |

Alpha Coefficlent for the Revised Hierarchical Measure

of Perceived Political Influence’

“gtate wide -

" "Attempts. to Possible Whether a person will score a one .
influenc ' Bcores . through six is dependent on number of
locelly ' ‘ - modes of influence at the locaM@level
. "and whether one scores anpgihere on the '
Item 1 1-0 J ‘state or national questions—if ‘one
. . Item 2 1-0. - °cores there, his totel score must be
2 Tteh 3 (/. -0 . greater than ﬁix. . . L
Item 4. 1-0 - ' _ - - s
‘TItem 5 1-0 S e o
Ttem6 1-0 . S .
- ., ) . Co 3 -
Attempts to . - Possible . Whether ‘a person will score a seven .
influence scores - through twelve is dependent on number

-".~.
one scores on national items——if one

- Item 6

Ttem 1 1-0 ;iT scores on national items, one's score
Item 2 1-0 . must be greater than twelve. At the
Item 3 1-0 ~ same time one's score. is ‘@lsq inde- =
Item &4 _ 1-0 . ‘pendent of having scored at 811 on
- Item 5 - 1-0" . C locaquuestlons.;s-,¢~ R T U
R - o . . : ,)_\ E . .
. Attempts to Possible .Whether a person will score a thirteen
influence: - scores " throughout eighteen is dependent on
nationally o . number of modes of national dnflyence
- ‘ . o one has éngaged in“and is independent
~Item 1 - 1-0 v of whether one scored on state or '@
Item2 ° '1-0 7 local variables. P/? . o
. I'tem3 -0 s / ) 4 LR ) ‘ ’
. Ttem k +1-0 S o
Item 5 1-0 : . :
10 | ‘ A

'(

of modes of 'state influence and whether

L



'Lbcalz
Level

Percefved

Influence

« 2 3 ‘
E . Respondent reports S'mode federal” influence}?
$ 7 . |(17) of perceived influence at
: : . federal level . :
| FederallLevel ;—{16) " 4 modes " ‘ :
Perceived - ' : ' . _
Influence .__(ls) '" 3 modes -, . . . ) -
__(1ﬁ) "2 modes-"> Respondent reports 6
o | o ) L modes of percaived in-
(13) " 1 mode " - : fluence at state ievel.
' . — (12) Maximum scoredfor
, Reépondent reports 5 modes v . 'spate perceived influ.
——(ll) of perceived influence at
! ;o federal 1eve1
' S ) " -
State Level . 7r(10) ">4 modes- " R , -
Perceived . : _
\" Inflyence - [ " 3 modes " ) 5 L
PR o '"768)'v? Q;ﬁ&ﬁes;f.“f. s 'ﬁﬁ-f S - ’iﬁéépondent.repbrﬁsfﬁf
: B g D - . :modés -of perceived in-
(@ " 1 mode " : ' fluence at.local level
s (6) Maximum score for local--
» . i L perceived influence .
'Respondent reports 5 modes -, - I e : . , .
—~(5) of perceived influence at ' : '
local level . - N
=)' " 4 modes "
—(3) " " 3 modes " . . .
S o S . ) ' o P A
—(2) " 2 modes " S o : s '
B L : ‘ : : o .
’ _._(1) "] mode " /\'
. C (O)Reports no pcrce1ved
o ' : influence
aNumbers in parentheses refer E? score on perceived politlcal 1nf1uence s%ale
Note: Indiriduals,reporting state influence may also have been ‘active at the
local level. Likewise, individuals reporqlnﬁ national influence’ may .
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Fignre'z L n ) ‘c,r ..:p jAJZL . o

A ~
rzgentation of Scoring#Technggue for 18 Item Scale '
/ . . '. ., - e - S A ' co.

Respondent reports6 modes:
. of perceived.influence
. : at federal. level
O — - - , CB)Max1mum score for

- have been active at state and local elvel

<

See ‘Table 1.
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1Where influence refers to changing the probability that a. person

s or group Wlll adopt the behavior preferred by the influencer as a result v
- - | ]

of his actions toward that person or group. - g
Verba and Nie (1972) present an alternative way to study the

effectiveness of participation, A

A\

3The present paper,is based on results of a research projecqéunder'

/

the direction of Archibald ‘0. Haller. The measurement ‘scale presented ..

.

vas'originally_developed to assess an aspecteof thc4power dimension_in

YA . . .
( stratification. (See 'Sva.lastoga', 1965. .)
hIt is important to note the limitations of an<£pproach which ""‘n

v
measures influence by means of self—reported perceptions. 'The most

\

important limitation of such a conception 1s that one is left w1th no

way of know1ng what the OfflClal would have done it no éﬁch 1nf uence

' attempt had been made. That 1s, would the official have taken the action ‘

N
he did without the influence applied by the nfspondent——lf so, then

influence has not been truly assessed,

5It seems probable that such a scale~will pick up only legitimate
o ) a v ) T ol e ;
influence attempts. : - o ' -

- . . .

' o LT - ' '
6The Judicial branch, uillike the others, is essentially closcd to l\\\»

all but those 1nfluences whlch 1ts officials,,the Judges, demand and '
,even these are presented by specifically authorized personnel lawyers

end svorn witnesses.. : 4

oo s e

~,'._’
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’?ahe claim has _been made that the legislative branches of govern—

'ment are subordinated to the executive'and so. influenclng the first

could be indlcative of less power.than influencipg the s gond.. ‘Milibahd.’

\ 4 '

> «
(1969) suggests that, LI leglslative assemblies have lost power to

-

the executive... o { o,
' o N o : B .
8 ‘ amg O " T L -
~Bee, for ex le, Lester Mllbrath (1965 54) for a‘discussion of
this point.- o _ ' ‘ : S : S
QSee, for example, Bennett and Klecka (1970) e Ty
’ & )
R b : ‘
10 -
To assess a posslble non—llnear effect of hge we performed a
5
.. eross tabular analysls of age by - 1nfluence levels (locall state -and
w7 4
federal) The results of thls analysis disclose no such.Fffects. . .
. 14 . ] . R A‘~.“ B . .o
e » (N
~ s « Lo :
. e , ' o e, L
\ ; e 1 .
1[ .o . Ay i . . .
- » R s ) v o
s L
\ 'S , ‘
e ’ ‘. . o . ‘
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